
  353

 

Letter - G10 

Page 9 

 



  354

 

Letter - G10 

Page 10 

 

Response to Comment G10-16 

See Master Response 3, discussing the cumulative effects analysis. 
See also responses to Comments G10-32 through G10-38 
regarding cumulative watershed effects. Measures to address 
hydrology, peak flows and the reduction of sediment input to Plan 
Area watercourses have been provided in the Operating 
Conservation Program (AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2). 

 
Response to Comment G10-17 

See Master Response 1 and the response to Comment G9-4 
regarding baseline. 

Response to Comment G10-18 

See Master Response 1 regarding baseline, which explains why a 
comparison between expected conditions with and without the 
Plan and Permits is appropriate. The EIS includes a comparison of 
existing baseline conditions and expected future conditions under 
the No Action Alternative and a comparison of conditions that 
would result under the Proposed Action and other action 
alternatives. See also the response to Comment G10-55 regarding 
the importance of Green Diamond’s holdings in the Klamath 
Basin. 
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Response to Comment G10-19 

See response to Comment G10-4. 

Response to Comment G10-20 

The Plan’s goals and objectives (AHCP/CCAA Section 6.1) were 
developed to address the assumed biological impact which could 
potentially occur during Green Diamond’s implementation of 
covered activities in the Plan Area. In addition, general “limiting 
factors” analyses were performed by Green Diamond to prioritize 
habitat conditions that may be preventing healthy, functioning 
aquatic/riparian ecosystems. One of the primary “limiting factors” 
in many HPAs (see AHCP/CCAA Table 7-1) was determined to 
be excessive sediment delivery to Plan Area watercourses. The 
Plan conservation measures were designed to address each of 
those limiting conditions in every HPA as though it were in fact a 
limiting factor in that HPA. See Master Response 3 specifically 
regarding the “limiting factors” analysis. 

As described in AHCP/CCAA Section 6, in the HCP Handbook, 
and in the Final Addendum to the Handbook (65 FR 35251), 
biological goals provide broad, guiding principles for an HCP’s 
operating conservation program and “the rationale behind the 
minimization and mitigation strategies.” Biological objectives are 
more specific, include measurable parameters, and are the 
different components needed to achieve the biological goals. One 
of the biological goals of the Plan is to minimize human-caused 
sediment inputs (AHCP/CCAA Section 6.1.2.1). The biological 
objective for reducing sediment delivery into watercourses 
(AHCP/CCAA Section 6.1.2.2.4) complements this goal and is 
based on two measurable targets: (1) treatment of high or 



moderate priority road sites to reduce the amount of road-related 
sediment at such sites by more than 46 percent within the first 15 years 
of the permits, and (2) achieve a 70 percent reduction in sediment 
delivery from management-related landslides in harvested steep 
streamside slopes compared to delivery volumes from clearcut reference 
areas. Possible effects of sediment delivery to Plan Area waters are 
discussed on an HPA-by-HPA basis in AHCP/CCAA Section 4.4. 
Further, the biological relevance of these targets is described in 
AHCP/CCAA Section 5.3, which describes the potential for increased 
sediment input including: (1) potential effects of covered activities, (2) 
sediment sources and erosion processes, (3) sediment transport 
processes, and (4) potential effects on covered species. The Plan’s 
sediment delivery measures and supporting analysis are directly linked 
to the stated biological goals and objectives, and a reduction in sediment 
delivery would benefit the covered species.  
 
The reduction in the net volume of sediment delivered over time is one 
of the desired effects of the Plan. Prescriptions to reduce sediment input 
have been set forth in AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2.1 (riparian measures), 
AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2.2 (slope stability measures), AHCP/CCAA 
Section 6.2.3 (road management measures), and AHCP/CCAA Section 
6.2.4 (harvest-related ground disturbance measures). When the 
Operating Conservation Program as a whole, has been implemented in 
the Plan Area, the Services expect that its measures will result in an 
overall reduction in sediment delivery to Plan Area watercourses 
compared to the No Action Alternative. 
 

Response to Comment G10-21 

The riparian conservation (AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2.1) and harvest-
related ground disturbance measures (AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2.4) 
described in the AHCP/CCAA are expected to work in concert with the 
Plan’s slope stability measures to mitigate and reduce the volume of 
sediment delivered during storms. Specifically, slope stability measures 
include prescriptive measures to avoid impacts on steep streamside 
slopes (AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2.2.1), headwater swales 
(AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2.2.2), deep-seated landslides (AHCP/CCAA 

Section 6.2.2.3) and shallow rapid landslides (AHCP/CCAA Section 
6.2.2.4) that may occur from implementation of the covered activities. 
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Response to Comment G10-22 

See response to Comment G10-5. 

Response to Comment G10-23 

See response to Comment G10-50 and Master Response 18 
regarding riparian management measures; response to Comment 
G9-2 and Master Response 6 regarding comparisons between 
Green Diamond’s Plan and other HCPs, including the Pacific 
Lumber Company HCP; and Master Response 7 regarding the 
relationship between the Plan and the CFPRs. See also responses 
to Comments G10-24, G10-51 and R1-152, for example, regarding 
the selection of different or additional conservation measures.  

 
Response to Comment G10-24 

See response to Comment G10-49 regarding the Plan’s biological 
objectives; responses to Comments G10-40 through G10-43 
regarding the conservation of amphibians; and the response to 
Comment G10-50 and Master Response 18 regarding riparian 
management. Further, the selection of specific prescriptions, 
including whether to include a “no cut” buffer, is a matter of the 
Permit applicant’s discretion (HCP Handbook at 3-19). The 
Services’ role during the development of a conservation program 
is to “be prepared to advise,” and to judge its consistency with the 
ESA approval criteria once the application is complete (HCP 
Handbook at 3-6 and 3-7). The ESA does not require that any 
particular measure be adopted or imposed, but only that its criteria 
for Permit issuance be met. Issuance criteria have been discussed 
in EIS section 1.3, AHCP/CCAA Section 1.4.1 and Master 
Response 8. The Services believe, based on the analysis provided 



in the Plan and EIS, that the Plan meets ESA requirements. The Services 
will complete ESA section 7 intra-service formal consultations and 
document our findings regarding Permit issuance. See also responses to 
Comments G10-51 and R1-152, for example, regarding the selection of 
different or additional conservation measures. 
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Response to Comment G10-25 

The selection of specific prescriptions, including whether they 
specifically protect Class III streams or headwall swales, was 
addressed in the Plan and the overall selection of measures was a 
matter of the Permit applicant’s discretion. HCP Handbook at 3-
19. The Services’ role during the development of the conservation 
program is to “be prepared to advise” and to judge its consistency 
with the ESA approval criteria as a whole once the application is 
complete (HCP Handbook at 3-6 and 3-7). See Master Response 3 
and the response to Comment G6-42. As noted above, the ESA 
does not require that any particular measure be adopted or 
imposed, but only that its criteria for Permit issuance be met. 
Issuance criteria are discussed in AHCP/CCAA Section 1.4.1, EIS 
Section 1.3 and Master Response 8. Also see responses to 
Comments G3-40, G10-41 and S5-95 for additional discussion of 
Class III streams and response to Comment G10-42 for additional 
discussion of headwall swales. 

 
Response to Comment G10-26 

As provided in AHCP/CCAA Section 6.3.5.4.3 and Master 
Response 16, the 70 percent effectiveness pertains to minimizing 
management-related sediment delivery from landslides compared 
to that from appropriate historical clear-cut reference areas, not 
road-related sediment. See AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2.3.5 
specifically relating to construction of new roads. The Services 
expect that implementation of these and other measures included 
in the Operating Conservation Program would result in a reduction 
of new road construction in “problem areas.” The Services agree 
with the commenter that not all road related erosion and 



subsequent sediment delivery to streams will be, or can be, eliminated. 
The net amount of sediment input to Plan Area watercourses and 
thereby the covered species’ habitats, is anticipated to be less than under 
the No Action Alternative. See also the response to Comment G10-52 
regarding the road management measures. 
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Response to Comment G10-27 

The Services believe that the rapid response measures 
(AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2.5.1) are appropriate. See response to 
Comment G10-10. 

Response to Comment G10-28 

Plan approval and issuance of the Permits would supplement 
Green Diamond’s existing obligation to comply with otherwise 
applicable laws, including Federal and State water quality laws. 
With or without the Plan and Permits, Green Diamond would 
continue to be subject to water quality laws, and the Plan does 
acknowledge water quality issues. See, for example, 
AHCP/CCAA Section 4.3.6 regarding the status of some Plan 
Area watercourses as water quality impaired. See also the 
responses to Comments R1-27, S5-1 and S5-48, among others, 
regarding the applicability of water quality laws in the Plan Area; 
the response to Comments G10-35 through G10-38 regarding 
suspended sediment and turbidity; and Master Response 4 
regarding herbicide use. 

 
Response to Comment G10-29 

Comments regarding herbicide use in the Plan Area have been 
addressed in Master Response 4. 
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Response to Comment G10-30 

Comments regarding the determination of “likely to recruit” are 
addressed in Master Response 5.  

The definition for watercourse transition line provided in the Plan 
is not an unspecified protocol. The definition predates the 
Threatened and Impaired Watershed Rules package of the CFPRs 
by over ten years and was used by CDF and RPFs to successfully 
implement forest practices for riparian protection. The slope class 
refers to a slope’s gradient that would be compared with the Plan’s 
conservation requirements to qualify for steep streamside slope or 
other RMZ conservation measures. 
 

Response to Comment G10-31 

See response to Comment G10-14. 

Response to Comment G10-32 

Comments regarding cumulative watershed effects have been 
addressed in Master Response 3 and the response to Comment G6-
42. Further, as indicated in AHCP/CCAA Section 1.4, the Plan 
provides an additional layer of regulation - a level of regulation in 
addition to the requirements imposed by applicable laws and 
regulations including, among others, the Federal ESA, Federal 
CWA, the California Public Resources Code (including the 
CFPRs), and the California Fish and Game Code (including the 
State ESA). Background conditions have been discussed in Master 
Response 1 and the Plan’s monitoring and adaptive management 
processes have been discussed in Master Response 11.  

 



Response to Comment G10-33 

Comments regarding cumulative effects are addressed in AHCP/CCAA 
Sections 5.7 and 7, and in Master Response 3. Regarding rate of harvest, 
see Master Response 11. Watershed conditions were summarized on an 
HPA-by-HPA basis in AHCP/CCAA Section 4.4. Regarding loss of fry, 
as described in the limiting factor discussion in Master Response 3, only 
a reduction in the life history stage of a covered species ultimately 
would affect the population. For example, a reduction, within limits, in 
the number of fry emerging from the spawning gravels would not affect 
the population if the limiting factor (bottleneck) was summer rearing 
habitat for the juveniles. (See AHCP/CCAA Section 5.7.) 
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Response to Comment G10-34 

Comments regarding cumulative effects, including issues 
associated with the rate of harvest, are addressed in AHCP/CCAA 
Section 5.7 and 7, and in Master Response 3. Rate of harvest also 
is discussed in Master Response 11. The Plan does not rely on an 
assumption that “best management practices prevent cumulative 
watershed effects from occurring or limit them to insignificance.” 
This statement does not reflect the premises of the cumulative 
impacts assessment in the Plan or the EIS. The analysis in the Plan 
and the EIS is an analysis of the cumulative impacts of the 
Services’ approval of the Permits, including implementation of the 
Plan.  

Regarding the assertion that management of cumulative effects 
should be integrated throughout the Plan “to achieve biological 
goals,” the Services note that, as discussed in Master Response 12, 
the role of biological goals and objectives in a prescription-based 
plan like Green Diamond’s is different than their role in a results-
based plan. In a prescription-based plan, the biological goals and 
objectives guide development of specific measures that are 
included in the operating conservation program; they are not 
themselves standards that must be “achieved.” 
 



  365

 

Letter - G10 

Page 17 

 

Response to Comment G10-35 

See Master Response 3. The ESA does not require implementation 
of the Plan to actually result in “biological recovery” (see Master 
Response 8). The Services’ conclusions do not rely on any 
specified rate of harvesting. The mitigation furnished by the 
applicant is tied to its operation rates such that an increase would 
result in a concomitant increase in mitigation. Rate of harvest has 
been discussed in Master Response 11. 

Response to Comment G10-36 

See Master Response 3. 
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Response to Comment G10-37 

See Master Response 3. The Plan’s monitoring program is 
designed to monitor progress on these areas (see AHCP/CCAA 
Sections 6.2.5, 6.2.7, 6.3.5 and 6.3.7, and AHCP/CCAA 
Appendices C and D).  

 
Response to Comment G10-38 

Green Diamond is required to include the continuous turbidity 
monitoring approach in the conservation measures, specifically 
within the four experimental watersheds (See AHCP/CCAA 
Section 6.2.5.1.4, as further described in Section 6.3.5.2.4). A 
Permit applicant is not required to include every “feasible” 
monitoring method within its plan, as long as there are 
appropriate, adequate and effective monitoring methods proposed 
in the plan. Similarly, the ESA does not require that the Services 
require Green Diamond to provide a rationale for rejecting (or 
selecting) one monitoring method over another but rather to judge 
the adequacy of the Plan overall in light of the Section 10 approval 
criteria. See Master Response 8. 
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Response to Comment G10-39 

Comment noted. By way of clarification, however, the Permit 
applicant is not requesting a 50-year exemption from the ESA; 
instead, the application seeks authorization of take which is 
limited by the Plan, Permits and IA, from the ESA Section 9 take 
prohibition for the covered species in the Plan Area. In any event, 
the Services’ enforcement mechanisms are available, and the 
integrity of personnel does not play a role in Permit approval. 

Response to Comment G10-40 

An early warning signal of potential increases of stream 
temperature employs a “yellow light” temperature threshold based 
on watershed acreage. See AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2.5.5.1. These 
thresholds would be potentially more protective of sub-lethal 
habitat conditions and the actual temperatures representing the 
“yellow light” thresholds are at lower temperature values than 
those for the “red light” thresholds. As stated in AHCP/CCAA 
Section 4.3, exceedance of this “yellow light” threshold will result 
in an internal audit by Green Diamond to determine causes and 
management actions that may be necessary to correct these 
temperatures if practicable. As such, these early warning reviews 
would occur prior to any “red light” or upper limit temperature 
threshold is reached. If an increase in temperature occurs, the 
acreage weighted “red light” threshold criterion would then 
precipitate a joint review by Green Diamond and the Services to 
determine causes and management actions. See AHCP/CCAA 
Section 6.2.6.1.2. These would be taken to rectify excessive water 
temperatures which may be deleterious to aquatic life.  

Also, as discussed in AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2.5.5, a maximum 



threshold of 17.4°C will be set as an absolute or upper “red light” 
temperature threshold. It must be pointed out that the area-weighted 
temperature thresholds described and shown in AHCP/CCAA Section 
6.2.5.5.1 were derived from monitoring data collected from locations 
presently occupied by populations of the two amphibian species and 
coho salmon. Based on the use of both the “yellow” and “red light” 
triggering thresholds, temperature monitoring in the future will protect 
those species from both lethal and sublethal temperatures. These triggers 
will protect the covered species from both sub-lethal effects (e.g., 
“thermal stress” or reproductive effects) and lethal effects (mortality) 
from elevated water temperatures. 
 
As stated above and in AHCP/CCAA Section 4.4.1.1, of the 400 Class I 
temperature profiles developed within the Plan Area since 1994, 93.8 
percent were at or below the 17.4°C threshold. This threshold (MWAT) 
was developed from the NMFS’ (1997) Aquatic Properly Functioning 
Condition Matrix. However, the MWAT threshold of 17.4°C failed to 
account for natural variation in water temperatures due to geology, 
climate, and drainage area. As such, the MWAT was not selected as the 
most protective and appropriate metric for measuring water temperature 
effects on aquatic life. As stated in AHCP/CCAA Section 5.5.2, for 
water temperatures less than lethal, the impacts of elevated temperature 
to aquatic life tends to be cumulative and therefore short-term increases, 
as measured by the absolute maximum temperature, are less likely to be 
harmful than chronic, long-term increases as measured by the 
7DMAVG temperature. Therefore, as described in the Plan, “red and 
yellow light” threshold criteria were developed to adequately monitor 
and provide protection to covered species from both lethal and sub-
lethal water temperatures. 
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Response to Comment G10-41 

It is true that sediment generated from Class III streams has the 
greatest impact on the covered amphibians that occur primarily in 
Class II streams. However, monitoring of sediment is focused on 
Class III streams because it is most easily quantified in these 
stream reaches. Headwater Class II streams tend to be transport 
reaches that often do not show the impact of increased sediment 
inputs except in the low gradient reaches. These low-gradient 
reaches of Class II streams generally contain high levels of fine 
sediments deposited from harvesting activities that occurred in the 
past together with natural accumulations. As a result, headwater 
Class II streams may show little change in sediment composition 
even when the sediment supply is changing. To avoid this 
circumstance, sediment monitoring in the Plan intentionally 
focuses on the Class III reaches in which sediment can be 
monitored and quantified more easily using changes in channel 
morphology. In those stream reaches, the processes of down 
cutting, head cutting, sediment formation, and suspended sediment 
can be measured. For a discussion of the monitoring protocol, see 
Appendix D2.3 of the Plan.  

 
Response to Comment G10-42 

The Plan acknowledges the importance of headwater reaches and 
provides conservation measures for protection of those areas, 
including Class II protection to headwater seeps, springs, and wet 
areas where they define habitat for the covered species, Class III 
protections to maintain riparian function (AHCP/CCAA Section 
6.2.1.5), measures for steep streamside slopes (AHCP/CCAA 
Section 6.2.2.1), and measures specifically for headwall swales 



(AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2.2.2). The selection of specific prescriptions, 
including protection measures for Class II streams, is a matter of the 
Permit applicant’s discretion (HCP Handbook at 3-19). The Services’ 
role during the development of a conservation program is to “be 
prepared to advise,” and to judge its consistency with the ESA approval 
criteria once the application is complete (HCP Handbook at 3-6 and 3-
7). The ESA does not require that any particular measure be adopted or 
imposed, but only that its criteria for Permit issuance be met. Issuance 
criteria have been discussed in EIS section 1.3, AHCP/CCAA Section 
1.4.1 and Master Response 8. 

 
Response to Comment G10-43 

The Plan assesses upslope conditions as they relate to potential impacts 
on the covered species. The Plan evaluated conditions on an HPA-by-
HPA basis (AHCP/CCAA Section 4.4) and analyzed potential impacts 
on the covered species in AHCP/CCAA Sections 5 and 7, including 
potential impacts from upslope activities. The impacts identified were 
those with the greatest likelihood to occur. The geographic scope of 
analysis conducted for the Plan has been discussed in Master Response 
3. Herbicide use has been addressed in Master Response 4. 
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Response to Comment G10-44 

Comment noted. The Operating Conservation Program places the 
highest emphasis on reducing significant sediment inputs, and, 
through its accelerated road management plan (AHCP/CCAA 
Section 6.2.6.2.3.2.1), the Plan has placed a particular focus on 
treating high and moderate priority sites that are potential sources 
of sediment to streams. Implementation of the Operating 
Conservation Program is expected to reduce the risk that such sites 
will fail and deliver significant sediment to Plan Area streams. In 
this way, the Plan is expected to reduce sediment delivery. This 
risk of sediment delivery from roads can be reduced by 
decommissioning or upgrading (see AHCP/CCAA Sections 
6.2.3.3 and 6.2.3.4). By following the Plan’s system for 
prioritizing treatment of sites, the Plan would reduce sediment 
delivery from the highest priority sites in an accelerated fashion 
regardless of whether the treatment of a particular road site is 
decommissioning or upgrading. The commenter is correct in that 
roads in the Plan Area are expected to have little traffic on them 
during rainy nights when the amphibians are moving. 
Accordingly, the Services do not expect significant direct impacts 
on the covered species from traffic. 

Response to Comment G10-45 

The potential negative effects of water drafting on the covered 
amphibians was given consideration in the development of the 
Plan and measures were included in the Operating Conservation 
Program that are expected to minimize such effects (see 
AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2.1.13, as further described in 
AHCP/CCAA Section 6.3.3.11).  



 
Response to Comment G10-46 

It is true that determining absence of a species is practically impossible, 
so that apparent extinctions may give false negative indications. 
However, this outcome means that the monitoring trigger is more 
conservative, or in other words, more likely to trigger adaptive 
management than is necessarily warranted. In addition, the monitoring 
was not focused on the habitat in headwater streams for the same reason 
described previously in response to Comment G10-41. The Services 
further note that headwater amphibian monitoring should not be 
considered in isolation, but in the context of all the other monitoring 
actions that will be concurrently taking place (see AHCP/CCAA Section 
6.2.5).  

Under the Proposed Alternative, triggering of a yellow light will result 
in notification to the Services within 30 days after Green Diamond’s 
internal assessment indicates that yellow light threshold has been 
exceeded, and the Services and Green Diamond will work together to 
determine the cause of the exceedance and to determine any and all 
management changes necessary to address the situation. Within the limit 
of the AMRA (see Master Response 15), all necessary measures will be 
taken to address the issue. The Services believe that this collaborative 
approach to responding will benefit the covered species and their 
habitats in the Plan Area. 
 



  373

 

Letter - G10 

Page 22 

 

Response to Comment G10-47 

Comments relating to the Scientific Review Panel are noted. The 
scientific review panel is discussed in AHCP/CCAA Section 
6.2.6.1.2, regarding red light threshold triggers, and section 
6.2.6.1.3 regarding SSS triggers. The AMRA, including the 
opening balance and how it may change, and how it would be used 
under the Plan are described in AHCP/CCAA Sections 6.2.6.3 and 
6.3.6.2, as well as in Master Response 15. The Services believe 
this approach will provide sufficient independence to address the 
issues that may be directed to the Scientific Review Panel and that 
the AMRA is adequate for the purposes provided in the Plan. 

Response to Comment G10-48 

Regarding selection of control sites, Green Diamond sought to 
locate relatively undisturbed sites, including pristine sites on 
adjacent Federal or State park land. Given the possible control 
sites that are available, the Services believe that the BACI 
experimental design is the best possible monitoring tool to detect a 
significant treatment effect. The objective of the study is to 
determine if current timber operations have any effect on 
populations of the covered amphibians. Even if the control 
populations were declining, which the Services understand is 
unlikely based on the monitoring results in the Plan, they still 
could be used effectively as experimental controls. The criteria 
necessary for a site to be used as a control are that the site not have 
any treatment effects while having similar environmental 
covariates or nuisance variables (e.g. aspect, elevation, geology, 
climate, etc.) as the treatment site. 
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Response to Comment G10-49 

Biological goals and objectives have been discussed in 
AHCP/CCAA Section 6.1 and Master Response 12.  

Basis for Biological Goals and Objectives. 
 
Green Diamond established the biological goals and objectives of 
its Plan in consideration of common needs and habitat preferences 
shared among the six aquatic covered species. Although the 
specifics vary, all of the covered species are adapted to relatively 
cool water temperatures, and require streams with complex habitat 
both in terms of stream morphology and substrate composition. 
Each of the covered species exhibit life history variability, with the 
result that different portions of their life cycles depend on 
freshwater habitat. Of the fish species, Chinook salmon spends the 
least time in freshwater where the spawning and estuarine rearing 
habitats are the most critical freshwater elements. In comparison, 
coho salmon and steelhead generally spend up to two years or 
more of their life in freshwater habitat so that spawning, and 
summer and winter rearing habitats are important. Most of the 
coastal cutthroat trout probably spend their entire lives in 
freshwater. This fish species is completely dependent on the 
freshwater habitat, although some individuals of certain 
populations may exhibit anadromy. The amphibian species spend 
their entire lives within relatively small areas in the upper reaches 
of watersheds, although the adults of both species are terrestrial 
and presumably capable of limited overland movements during 
certain times of year. Based on these considerations, Green 
Diamond has established the five goals and five objectives to 
reflect in biological terms the intended result of the proposed 
conservation program. The Services have, as the commenter 



suggests, carefully reviewed the biological goals and objectives. 
However, we emphasize that it is evaluation of the Operating 
Conservation Program, not the biological goals and objectives that 
determine whether the Plan meets ESA Section 10 Permit approval 
criteria (see Master Response 8). The Services believe that the 
Operating Conservation Program meets the requirements of ESA 
Section 10 and the commenter provides no basis to conclude otherwise. 
 
Temperature Objective. 
 
As noted above, each of the covered species has adapted to relatively 
cool water temperatures, and requires streams with complex habitat both 
in terms of stream morphology and substrate composition. 
Implementation of the riparian management measures (AHCP/CCAA 
Section 6.2.1), together with the other measures in the Operating 
Conservation Program, will minimize and mitigate the impacts of take 
to the maximum extent practicable and ensure that permitted take does 
not appreciably reduce the likelihood of survival and recovery of the 
covered species in the wild. Information regarding temperature 
monitoring data from outside Green Diamond’s ownership was not used 
because sufficient temperature information from within the Plan Area 
was available to judge the impacts and measures outlined in the Plan. 
Finally, implementation of the Operating Conservation Program, 
including the riparian management measures (AHCP/CCAA Section 
6.2.1), address concerns regarding thermal refugia. Regarding the 
environmental baseline, see Master Response 1. 
 

Large Woody Debris Objective 

 
See Master Response 18. 
 

Amphibian Population Objective 

 
Comments regarding baseline conditions are addressed in Master 
Response 1.  
 
A detailed explanation for the southern torrent salamander population 
monitoring objective is provided in AHCP/CCAA Section 6.3.5.2.5.2 
and Appendix D.1.6.3. Class III streams will be extensively monitored 
under the Plan, as discussed in AHCP/CCAA Section 6.3.5.3.2 and 
Appendix D.2.3.  
 
Sediment Objective. 
 
The potential for increased sediment input has been identified as a 
potential impact to the covered species and their habitats (AHCP/CCAA 
Section 5.3; AHCP/CCAA Appendix E). Implementation of the road 
management measures and harvest-related ground disturbance measures 
(AHCP/CCAA Sections 6.2.6.2.3 and 6.2.4) will reduce sediment 
delivery to watercourses, which in turn, will improve conditions relative 
to current conditions and the No Action Alternative for the benefit of the 
covered species and their habitats.  
 
Monitoring and Adaptive Management 
 
As discussed above, AHCP/CCAA Section 6.1 provided a basis for the 
development of the Operating Conservation Program provisions, 
including the monitoring and adaptive management measures (see 
AHCP/CCAA Section 6.2.5 and 6.2.6). Therefore the biological 
objective for monitoring and adaptive management is not “superfluous” 
but instead provided a foundation for enforceable provisions of the Plan. 
Regarding adaptive management, see responses to Comments C4-6, C4-
29, G3-58, G3-59, G3-67, G3-72 through and including G3-77, G3-86, 
G5-2, G10-15, G10-53, G10-51, S1-14, and S5-32, among others. 
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Response to Comment G10-50 

The comment acknowledging that current riparian conditions will 
improve under the Plan is noted. A discussion of the Operating 
Conservation Program and the CFPRs is provided in Master 
Response 7. The ESA requires that its Section 10 issuance criteria 
be met (See EIS section 1.3, AHCP/CCAA Section 1.4.1 and 
Master Response 8). This Plan provides an additional layer of 
restrictions and does not absolve Green Diamond of its ongoing 
legal obligation to comply with all applicable laws. The 
commenter suggests alternative protocols for riparian 
management. The ESA does not require avoidance of impacts to 
covered species, but that the issuance criteria for ITPs and ESPs be 
met. The Services believe that this Plan satisfies these 
requirements.  

The use of the term “stem” in this case was intended to be used 
interchangeably with “trees.” In the forestry industry, the terms are 
considered synonyms. The meaning of “likely to recruit” is 
discussed in Master Response 5. The ESA does not require 
permittees to “rehabilitate riparian areas currently devoid of 
mature redwoods” or otherwise “recover” the covered species or 
their habitats. Instead, as discussed above, it requires that 
applications meet the criteria for Permit issuance.  

The selection of specific prescriptions, including riparian 
management measures, is a matter of the Permit applicant’s 
discretion. HCP Handbook at 3-19. The Services’ role during the 
development of a conservation program is to “be prepared to 
advise” and to judge its consistency with the ESA approval criteria 
once the application is complete. HCP Handbook at 3-6 and 3-7. 
The ESA does not require that any particular measure be adopted 
or imposed, but only that its criteria for Permit issuance be met. 
The Services believe that this Plan meets ESA standards. 
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